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OCTE Responsibilities

 Analyze data, conduct appropriate simulations, and 

share with relevant stakeholders

 Value and consider referent group recommendations

 Adhere to process timelines

 Final decision making authority which will best meet 

the intent of the legislation and the objectives of both 

the stakeholders and the organization
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Timeline

Time Action

October 2014 OCTE presents requested information to 

Referent Group

Dec. 11, 2014 Referent Group final recommendations

March 18, 2015 Proposed changes shared with CTE 

community

May 7, 2015 Referent Group discuss input from CTE 

community and makes recommendations

May-June 2015 OCTE runs final simulations

June 2015 OCTE presents final proposal to changes to 

Legislation
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Background

Total Added Cost Funding = $25,811,300 

for 2012-2013

60% allocated to local districts using the 

State Rank List = $15,486,780

40% proportionally distributed among the 

54 Career Education Planning Districts 

(CEPD) Options
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Current 61a1 Formula

Based on minutes of instruction (seat 

time)

Difficult for districts to report accurately

Designed to partially reimburse districts 

for the “Added Cost” of CTE
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Goals

Goal 1: Update to reflect today’s cutting-

edge, rigorous, and relevant CTE

 “Any Time, Any Place, Any Way, Any Pace”

 Academic and Technical Rigor

 Secondary/Postsecondary linkages

 Programs Lead to High Skill/High Wage/High 

Demand careers

Goal 2: Increase transparency of formula

Goal 3: Consistent with legislative intent
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Objectives

1. Find an appropriate substitute for seat time that 

is consistent with today’s CTE (Goal 1)

2. Fund high skill, high wage, high demand 

programs (Goal 1)

3. Create a simplified formula (Goal 2)

4. Make the formula accurate & precise (by moving 

away from seat time or student hours) (Goal 2)

5. Support priorities of OCTE, the Michigan 

Department of Education (MDE), and the 

Governor’s Office (Goal 3)
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Current 61a1 Formula

1. Rank List and Reimbursement Rate

 Type of program

2. Student Hours

 Number of pupils enrolled

 Length of training provided

CIP Code Level Funding = 

Reimbursement Rate * Student Hours
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Process

How to Evaluate Changes

Create and run new funding formula

Compare results to actual allocations at 

the CEPD, Fiscal Agency, and program 

levels

Possible Effects

Examine: Redistribution of funds
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Goal 1: Update to Reflect Today’s CTE 

Substitute Student Progress for Student 

Hour 

Count students in programs rather than 

course sections

Fund an a priori set of CIP Codes with the 

60% funds

Programs higher on rank list generate 

more funds
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Goal 2: Increase Transparency

Assign a fraction of total available funds 

to each PSN

Use three expenditure groups instead of  

“reimbursement rate”

Eliminate special funding rules 
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Goal 3: Legislative Intent

Retain 60/40 split (Administrative Rules)

Programs funded by the CEPD share 

(40%) shall be determined by the 

CEPD
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Student Progress vs. Student Hour

 Time (minutes per week/number of weeks)

 A measure of amount of instruction provided

 Courses?

 Segments?

 Student Outcomes? (test scores)

 Student Progress?

 Enrollee, Concentrator, Completer
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Student Progress

More student progress = more funding

Proposed Progress Categories

Enrollees (<7 segments)

Concentrators (7+ segments)

Completers (12 segments & took 

assessment if applicable)
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Which Weights Minimized Extreme 

Changes from Current Allocation?

Proposed Progress Weights

Enrollees = 0

Concentrators = 5

Completers = 10
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Median Cost

Median cost by CIP code (3-year average 

across state) per student

 Group 1: Programs with a cost per student in 

the top one-third

 Group 2: Programs with a cost between the 

33rd and 66th percentile

 Group 3: Bottom 33rd percentile 
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Which Weights Minimized Extreme 

Changes from Current Allocation?

Proposed Per-Student Expenditure 

Weights

Top Third = 10

Middle Third = 5

Bottom Third = 1
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Programs Higher on Rank List 

Generate More Funds

 Incorporate High Skill/High Wage/High 

Demand into formula through Rank List

Three groups based on position on Rank 

List

 CIP Codes Ranked 1-7 

 CIP Codes Ranked 8-14

 CIP Codes Ranked 15-20
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Which Weights Minimized Extreme 

Changes from Current Allocation?

Proposed Weights based on position on 

Rank List

 Ranked 1-7 = 10

 Ranked 8-14 = 5

 Ranked 15-20 = 2.5
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Which CIP Codes Will Be Funded 

With the 60%?

Currently changes year to year 

 Introduces uncertainty to the process

Makes formula complex (looping 

involved) 

Not transparent
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Assign a Fraction of Total Available 

Funds

 Identify CIP Codes a priori

 Stable from year to year

 Simple

 Transparent

Fund Top 20 CIP Codes on Rank List with 

the 60%

 Objective 
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Proposed Formula for the 60% Funds

Fraction of Funds allocated to each PSN

= [E(a) + N(b) + C(c)] * M * R

E= # enrollees; a = enrollee weight

N= # concentrators; b = concentrator weight

C= # completers; c = completer weight

M = Median Cost Factor

R = Rank List Factor
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Summary of Proposed Changes
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Proposed      vs. Current
Student Progress Student Hour

Median Cost by CIP 

Code 

Added Cost Factor by 

Career Cluster

Programs Higher on 

Rank List—Generate 

More Funds 

Programs Higher on Rank 

List—More Likely to 

Generate Funds 





CEPD Share (Current)

[CEPD Full-funded Reimbursable Amount ÷ Total 

State Full-Funded Reimbursable Amount]*

+

[9-12 Enrollment (CEPD) ÷ Total 9-12 Enrollment] 

(weighted equally)
*includes FCS
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CEPD Share (Proposed)

[ (NCEPD + CCEPD) ÷ (NState + CState) ]

N = # of concentrators

C = # of completers
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Programs To Be Funded

By CEPD Share

Determined by the CEPD

All PSNs selected by CEPD receive a 

portion of the CEPD Share

Amount allocated to each PSN by CEPD 

Options formula:

= [N(b) + C(c)] * M
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Minimize Special Rules/Exceptions

Count all concentrators/completers 

regardless of student grade level

Fund Less-Than-Class-Size the same as 

other “regular” programs

No cap on number of students funded per 

PSN (eliminate “additional staff”)

 Include Summer course section students in 

the formula
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Minimize Special Rules/Exceptions

Eliminate required number of minutes for 

programs

Eliminate exceptions to minimum minutes

Exclude New and Emerging programs from 

funding formula

Eliminate funding of Capstone as stand-

alone CIP Codes
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Minimize Special Rules/Exceptions

Exclude Family Consumer Science 

(Fiscal Agencies may expend funds on 

Parenthood Education)

Exclude Foundation 8 from formula 

(legislated)
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Other Proposals

Additive Factors:

Easy to modify based on needs and 

priorities

Examples:

 “Priority Programs” (e.g. STEM)

 Performance-based funding
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 Columns 1, 2: Top 20 Programs on the Rank List 

(In CIP code order) 

 Column 3: Actual amount generated by each CIP 

Code statewide with 60% funds in 2012-13

Table 1:

60% Funds Generated By CIP Code

(Actual 2012-13 and Two Simulations)
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Table 1:

60% Funds Generated By CIP Code
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 Column 10: Simulation 4: Amount generated by 

CIP code, with Student Progress weights: 

Completers (10), Concentrators (5), Enrollees (1)



 Simulation 4

 Col. 11: % of Total Allocation (Simulation 4)

 Col. 12: Amount of dollars (increase or decrease) 

from Actual 2012-13 amount of 60% funds

 Col. 13: Percent increase or decrease from 

Actual 2012-13 60% funds generated by CIP 

Code

 *Indicates 100% increase because CIP Code 

was not funded with 60% funds in 2012-13

Table 1:

60% Funds Generated By CIP Code
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 60% Funds distributed among 20 CIP Codes using 

new formula compared to eight CIP codes in 

current formula

 Changing enrollee weights from 0.25 to 2.5 

impacted the funding of the eight CIP codes 

differently

 Some gained more money while others lost 

money

Table 1: OBSERVATIONS

60% Funds Generated By CIP Code
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 Positive percent gains as enrollee weights 

increased are much lower than the negative 

percent losses 

 As enrollee weights were changed from 0.25 to 2.5, 

the percent of funds lost declined as the weights 

increased except for one program that was mainly 

unaffected

Table 1: OBSERVATIONS

60% Funds Generated By CIP Code
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Table 2:

60% Funds Generated—By CEPD

(Actual 2012-13 and Two Simulations)
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Columns 1, 2: CEPD Number and Name

Column 3: CEPD Number and Actual amount 

of 60% funds generated by each CEPD in 

2012-13



Table 2:

60% Funds Generated By CEPD
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 Col. 5: Simulation 4: Amount generated by CEPD, 

with Student Progress weights: Completers (10), 

Concentrators (5), Enrollees (1)



 Simulation 4 (Columns 5-7 (E=1.0)

 Amount of 60% Funds Generated (Simulation 4)

 Amount of dollars (increase or decrease) from 

Actual 2012-13 amount of 60% funds

 Percent increase or decrease from Actual 2012-

13 60% funds generated by CEPD

Table 2:

60% Funds Generated By CEPD
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 Of the 24 CEPDs that lost funds as enrollee weight was 

increased from 0.25 to 2.5, nine CEPDs lost more money 

while 15 gained more money

 Of the 30 CEPDs that gained funds as enrollee weight was 

increased from 0.25 to 2.5, 26 CEPDs lost more money 

while four gained more money

Table 2: OBSERVATIONS

60% Funds Generated By CEPD
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 Columns 1 & 2: CEPD Number and Name

 Column 3: Actual CEPD Share in 2012-13

 Columns 4, 5, 6: Number of enrollees, 

concentrators and completers in 2012-13

 Column 7: CEPD Share based on proposed 

formula

 Each student counted one time statewide

 FCS, Capstone

Table 3:

40% Funds (CEPD Share)
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 Column 8: Increase or Decrease in CEPD Share 

compared to 2012-13 actual

 Column 9: Percent Change from Actual 2012-13 

CEPD Share

Table 3:

40% Funds (CEPD Share)
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 Out of 54 CEPDs, 27 gained funds, 26 lost funds, 

and one did not receive any funds

 The largest gainer of funds (CEPD 51) gained 

82.31% in funds while the largest loser of funds 

(CEPD 41) lost 52.74% in funds

Table 3: OBSERVATIONS

40% Funds (CEPD Share)
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 Columns 1, 2: CEPD Number and Name

 Column 3-5: Actual amount of 60% and 40% funds 

generated by each CEPD in 2012-13

Table 4:

Total (60% + 40%) Funds

Generated for Each CEPD

(Actual 2012-13 and Four Simulations)
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Table 4:

Total (60% + 40%) Funds Generated

By CEPD

 Columns 6-8: Data Used in Simulations

 Column 6: Number of Enrollees in CEPD

 Column 7: Number of Concentrators in CEPD

 Column 8: Number of Completers in the CEPD
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 Col. 9: CEPD Share (40%) (new formula)

 Col. 10: Increase or Decrease in CEPD Share (in 

dollars) compared to 2012-13

 Col. 11: Percent Change in CEPD Share from 

Actual

Table 4:

Total (60% + 40%) Funds

Generated for Each CEPD

(Actual 2012-13 and Simulation)
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Table 4:

Total (60% + 40%) Funds

Generated for Each CEPD

(Actual 2012-13 and Simulation)
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 Column 12: Simulation 4: 60% Amount generated 

by CEPD, with Student Progress weights: 

Completers (10), Concentrators (5), Enrollees (1)



Table 4:

Total (60% + 40%) Funds

Generated for Each CEPD

(Actual 2012-13 and Simulation)
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 Column 13: Simulation 4: 60% + 40% Total 

Amount generated by CEPD, with Student 

Progress weights: Completers (10), Concentrators 

(5), Enrollees (1)



 When enrollee weights were set to 0.25, 26 CEPDs 

gained in the total amount of 61a1 Funds (60%  + 

40%) generated and 27 CEPDs lost funds

 When enrollee weights were set to 2.50, 23 CEPDs 

gained in the total amount of 61a1 Funds (60%  + 

40%) generated and 28 CEPDs lost funds

Table 4: OBSERVATIONS

Total (60% + 40%) Funds By CEPD
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 After review and discussion, the referent group 

agreed, in general with all recommendations 

specified in the Proposed Changes document 

(Spring 2014)

 The May 23rd referent group meeting concluded 

with a request for two additional meetings to come 

to consensus on weight for enrollees

 In October 2014, the referent group recommended 

weights of 1, 5, and 10 for Student Progress

SUMMARY
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THANK YOU


